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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action has been issued in response to amendment filed on 6 December 2007. 
Claims 1-27 are pending. Applicants' arguments have been carefully and respectfully 
considered in light of the instant amendment and are not persuasive, as they relate to the claim 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 as will be discussed below. Accordingly, this action has been 
made NON-FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A palcnl may nol be oblaincd though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as scl Ibrlh in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 10-12, 14, 15, 19-21, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pulsipher (U.S. 2002/0124079 Al) in view of Schunicht et al (US 6,779,027 
Bl) and further in view of Kara et al (U.S. 2002/0059410 Al). 

With respect to independent claim 1, Pulsipher clearly teaches a plug-in (300, Fig. 3) for 
use with a standard network management software (140, Fig. 3) by being installed in a network 
server storing a respective one of the standard network management software, that discovers all 
devices on a network and that stores information about the discovered devices in a database (see 
paragraph [0028]; Note that the device discovery module (300) serves the same purpose as 
Applicant's claimed plugin.), comprising: 
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• a first computer control configured to access the database through the standard network 
management soflware, and independent of control from the remote monitoring center, 
and to identify network devices from the database (see paragraphs [0029] and [0031]); 

• a second computer control configured to determine through the standard network 
management soflware, and independent of control from the remote monitoring center, if 
the identified network devices belong to a selected group of network devices (see 
paragraphs [0032] and [0033]; Note that the device finder module uses inference 
methodology to determine which devices belong to which group of network devices. For 
example, the device finder module first sorts the retrieved remote device information by 
device then by port to determine point-to-point and multiple connection devices.); 

• a third computer control configured to poll through the standard network management 
software, and independent of control from the remote monitoring center, the selected 
group of network devices for information (see paragraph [0029]); and 

• a fourth computer code configured to report through the standard network management 
software, and independent of control from the remote monitoring center, results of the 
polling (see paragraphs [0031] and Figure 3; Note that the display module (330) reports 
the discovered network devices by displaying them.). 

Pulispher does not appear to explicitly disclose a plug-in, for use with plural different 
standard network management software. 

However, Schunicht discloses the use of plural different standard network management 

software (see column 9, lines 13-38 and Figure 4; Note that in Figure 4 there a two standard 
network management software services (Compaq and HP open view)). 
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Pulsipher and Schunicht are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor "network management". 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, having the teachings of Pulsipher and Schunicht before him or her, to modify the network 
interface module of Pulsipher to include the versatility of various different standard network 
management software of Schunicht for the purpose of enabling the network management of 
devices using different software. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been simplify the work involved in 
building a user interface for the managed devices and eliminate the need to rewrite existing code 
for each management module (see column 2, lines 18-20 and lines 37-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hara with Pulsipher and Schunicht to 
obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

Pulispher and Schunicht do not appear to explicitly disclose the network being connected 
to a remote monitoring center and the results of the polling being reported to the remote 
monitoring center. 

However, Hara discloses the network being connected to a remote monitoring center (see 
paragraph [0043], ■ Note that the Local management system adequately serves as the remote 
monitoring center since its separately connected to the network and is the center for all network 
device management.) and the results of the polling being presented to the remote monitoring 
center (see paragraphs [0049] and [0050]; Note that an event list, containing the contents of the 
trouble, device and occurrence-time is displayed by the event monitor (110a). The event list is 
the results in that the list adequately displays any devices, which have troubles within a network. 
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In order for the event list to be displayed, the list would have to be reported to the monitoring 
center for display.). 

Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor "network management". 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, having the teachings of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara before him or her, to modify Pulsipher 
and Schunicht to include the local management system of Hara for the purpose of enabling a 
network management administrator to readily be able to remotely view network device problems 
through a user interface. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a remote site 
management system which allows a supervisor/adminisfrator to integrally manage both versatile 
computers and peripheral devices at remote sites (see paragraph [0006]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hara with Pulsipher and Schunicht to 
obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to dependent claim 2, note the discussion of claim 1 above, Pulsipher and 
Hara disclose all of the elements of claim 1 and Hara further teaches the limitation of a fifth 
computer confrol configured to utilize the information from the polled selected group of network 
devices to set predetermined properties for at least one of the selected group of network devices 
(see paragraph [0059] and [0060]; Note that the application system (205) utilizes a setup value 
information file (401) to set device properties.). 

With respect to dependent claim 3, note the discussion of claim 1 above, Pulsipher and 
Hara disclose all of the elements of claim 1 and Hara further teaches the limitation of a fifth 
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computer control configured to determine error conditions in the first set of network devices 
from the information from the polled first set of network devices (see paragraph [0048]). 

With respect to independent claim 10, note the discussion of claim 1 above, claim 10 
corresponds to claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 1. 

With respect to dependent claims 1 1 and 12, note the discussion of claims 2 and 3 above, 
claims 1 1 and 12 correspond to claims 2 and 3 respectively and are rejected for the same reasons 
as set forth in the rejection of claims 2 and 3. 

With respect to independent claim 19, note the discussion of claim 1 above, claim 19 
corresponds to claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 1. 

With respect to dependent claims 20 and 21, note the discussion of claims 2 and 3 above, 
claims 20 and 21 correspond to claims 2 and 3 respectively and are rejected for the same reasons 
as set forth in the rejection of claims 2 and 3. 

4. Claims 4-6, 13-15, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pulsipher in view of Schunicht in view of Hara as applied to claims 1-3, 10-12, 14, 15, 19- 
21, 23, and 24 above, and fiirther in view of Baekelmans et al (U.S. 7,080,141 Bl). 

With respect to dependent claim 4, note the discussion of claim 3 above, the combination 
of Pulsipher and Hara teach the limitation of the fourth computer control configured to report at 
least one of the error conditions to the remote monitoring center but fail to report the error 
conditions by an e-mail message. 

However, Baekelmans clearly teaches reporting the error conditions by an e-mail 
message (see column 10, lines 7-11). 
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Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and Baekelmans are analogous art because the are from the 
same field of endeavor "network management". 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, having the teachings of the combination of Pulsipher and Hara and the teachings of 
Baekelmans before him or her, to modify the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara to 
include the notification engine as taught by Baekelmans for the purpose of sending error 
messages via email. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to anticipate and resolve 
problems in network devices before a failure is encountered (see column 2, lines 88-37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the combination of Pulsipher and Hara 
with Pulsipher to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to dependent claim 5, the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and 
Baekelmans clearly teach the elements of claim 4 and Hara further teaches the limitation of the 
fourth computer control is further configured to report at least a first error condition substantially 
as the first error condition occurs, and to report at least a second error condition if the second 
error condition persists for a predetermined period of time (see paragraph [0072]; Note that 
through a display device a service person is able to view multiple error conditions for multiple 
devices.). 

With respect to dependent claim 6, the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and 
Baekelmans clearly teach the elements of claim 4 and Hara further teaches the limitation of the 
second to fifth computer controls are repeated for all devices within the selected group of 
network devices at every one of poll cycles (see paragraph [0048]; Note that because the event 
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adapter surveys the information sent from the device monitoring server (202a), which consists of 
all of the peripheral devices located on the network, that all of the steps described by Hara in the 
above claims corresponding to the second to fifth computer controls is executed for each 

device.). 

With respect to dependent claim 13, note the discussion of claim 4 above, claim 13 
corresponds to claim 4 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 4. 

With respect to dependent claims 14 and 15, note the discussion of claims 2 and 3 above, 
claims 14 and 15 correspond to claims 5 and 6 respectively and are rejected for the same reasons 
as set forth in the rejection of claims 5 and 6. 

With respect to dependent claim 22, note the discussion of claim 4 above, claim 22 is a 
process claim corresponding to claim 4 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
rejection of claim 4. 

With respect to dependent claims 23 and 24, note the discussion of claims 2 and 3 above, 
claims 23 and 24 correspond to claims 5 and 6 respectively and are rejected for the same reasons 
as set forth in the rejection of claims 5 and 6. 

5. Claims 9, 18, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pulsipher in view of Schunicht, in view of Hara, in view of Baekelmans, and further in view of 
Boroughs et al (U.S. 6,834,350 Bl). 

With respect to dependent claim 9, note the discussion of claim 4 above, the combination 
of Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and Baekelmans teach all of the elements of claim 4 but fail to 
explicitly recite fifth computer control is further configured to encrypt the e-mail message. 
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However, Boroughs clearly teaches encrypting the e-mail message (see column 10, lines 

57-61). 

Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, Baekelmans, and Boroughs are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavor "network managemenf . 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, having the teachings of the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and Baekelmans and 
the teachings of Bouroughs before him or her, to modify the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht 
and Hara to include the notification engine as taught by Baekelmans and further modify the 
notification engine as taught by Baekelmans to incorporate the encrypting of email messages as 
taught by Boroughs for the purpose of ensuring the security of the error messages. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to providing secure and 
differentiated delivery of network security information (see column 2, lines 48-51). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the combination of Pulsipher, 
Schunicht and Hara with Baekelmans to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to dependent claim 18, note the discussion of claim 9 above, claim 18 
corresponds to claim 9 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 9. 

With respect to dependent claim 27, note the discussion of claim 9 above, claim 27 is a 
process claim corresponding to claim 9 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
rejection of claim 9. 

6. Claims 7, 16, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pulsipher in view of Schunicht in view of Hara as applied to claims 1-3, 10-12, 14, 15, 19-21, 23, 
and 24 above, and further in view of Planas et al (U.S. 6,1 12,015). 
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With respect to dependent claim 7, note the discussion of claim 1 above, the combination 
of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara disclose all of the elements of claim 1 but fail to explicitly 
disclose that the standard network management software is HP Open View. 

However, Planas clearly teaches HP Open View as standard network management 
software (see column 1, lines 27-41). 

Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and Planas are analogous art because the are from the same 
field of endeavor "network management". 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, having the teachings of the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara and the teachings 
of Planas before him or her, to modify the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara to 
include the HP Open View network management software as taught by Planas. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a user with a 
Graphical User Interface to enable the maintenance, surveillance and administration of multiple 
devices on a network (see column 1, lines 14-16 and lines 27-28). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the combination of Pulsipher, 
Schunicht and Hara with Planas to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to dependent claim 16, note the discussion of claim 7 above, claim 16 
corresponds to claim 7 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 7. 

With respect to dependent claim 25, note the discussion of claim 7 above, claim 25 is a 
process claim corresponding to claim 7 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the 
rejection of claim 7. 
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7. Claims 8, 17, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pulsipher in view of Schunicht in view of Hara as applied to claims 1-3, 10-12, 14, 15, 19-21,23, 
and 24 above, and further in view of Stevens et al (U.S. 6,539,425 Bl). 

With respect to dependent claim 8, note the discussion of claim 1 above, the combination 
of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara disclose all of the elements of claim 1 but fail to explicitly 
disclose that the selected group of network devices are all the network devices on the network 
discovered to be manufactured by a same manufacturer. 

However, Stevens clearly teaches that the first set of network devices are all the network 
devices on the network discovered to be manufactured by a same manufacturer (see column 6, 
lines 6-8). 

Pulsipher, Schunicht, Hara, and Stevens are analogous art because the are from the same 
field of endeavor "network management". 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, having the teachings of the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara and the teachings 
of Stevens before him or her, to modify the combination of Pulsipher, Schunicht and Hara to 
include the network devices with the same manufacturer as taught by Stevens. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to avoid tedious and error-prone 
manual adjustment of configuration changes of many different types of devices (see column 1, 
lines 46-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the combination of Pulsipher, 

Schunicht and Hara with Stevens to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 
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With respect to dependent claim 17, note the discussion of claim 8 above, claim 17 
corresponds to claim 8 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 
With respect to dependent claim 26, note the discussion of claim 8 above, claim 26 is a process 
claim corresponding to claim 8 and is rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the rejection of 
claim 8. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-27 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments, see pages 9-11, filed 12/6/2007, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 1-3, 10-12, 14, 15, 19-21, 23, and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pulsipher (U.S. 2002/0124079 Al) in view of Kara et al (U.S. 2002/0059410 Al) have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, 
upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Pulsipher (U.S. 
2002/0124079 Al) in view of Schunicht et al (US 6,779,027 Bl) and further in view of Kara et 
al (U.S. 2002/0059410 Al). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JARED M. BIBBEE whose telephone number is (571)270-1054. 
The examiner can normally be reached on IFF. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Apu Mofiz can be reached on 571-272-4080. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J. M. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2161 



/Sam Rimell/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2164 



